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Remarks 

In this discussion set forth below, Applicant does not acquiesce to any rejection or 
averment in this Office Action unless Applicant expressly indicates otherwise. 

In the Final Office Action dated July 1, 2008, the following rejections are noted: 
claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 14 and 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Shiga (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,778,443) in view of Torii (U.S. Patent No. 7,092,297); claims 3 and 4 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Shiga and Torii, and further in view of Yamazoe 
(U.S. Patent No. 7,009,890); claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Shiga 
and Torii, and further in view of Hirakawa (U.S. Patent Pub. 2001/0007541); and claims 
8-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Shiga and Torii in view of Hirakawa 
and further in view of Yamazoe. Applicant respectfully traverses each of these 
rejections. 

The § 103(a) rejection of claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 14 and 15 is improper because the 
proposed combination does not teach or suggest all the features recited in Applicant's 
claims, and because the Shiga and Torii references are not properly combinable to 
produce Applicant's invention. In particular, the proposed combination does not disclose 
a charge trapping memory device array in which substantially all of the memory devices 
of the array are block programmed by charging prior to being block erased by 
discharging. In the Final Office Action, it is admitted that the Shiga reference does not 
disclose programming by charging and erasing by discharging. Applicant further points 
out (as explained in Applicant's Response of November 20, 2007) that one reason why 
Shiga fails to teach programming by charging and erasing by discharging is because the 
Shiga reference relates to floating gate memory devices, which function differently than 
the claimed charge trapping memory devices. 

The Office Action appears to tacitly acknowledge Shiga's deficiencies in relation 
to teaching charge trapping memory devices by attempting to combine Shiga with the 
Torii reference, which allegedly discloses both floating gate and ONO-type charge 
trapping memory devices. However, the cited portion of the Torii reference does not 
teach that ONO memory devices are suitable replacements for floating gate memory 
devices, but instead is merely recounting different types of memory devices in the 
background art. Applicant submits that the record contains no evidence that the memory 
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devices of Shiga could be replaced with charge trapping memory devices, or that 
Applicant's claims would read on the result. 

Moreover, Applicant submits that the rejection is improper because proposed 
modifications to the primary Shiga reference using the teachings of Torii would frustrate 
the stated purpose of Shiga. See M.P.E.P. § 2143.01 and In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 
221 U.S.P.Q. 1 125 (Fed. Cir. 1984), stating that a §103 rejection cannot be maintained 
when the asserted modification undermines the purpose of the main reference. Shiga 
relates to pre-programming floating gate memory blocks in a manner that allows efficient 
and simultaneous erasing of all the blocks identified for erasure by applying the same 
erasing bias to all of the memory cells {see, e.g.. Col. 6:42-47). This avoids the long time 
sequences required for block-by-block erasing {see^ e.g.. Col. 2:59-63). The Torii 
reference seeks to address over-erasure problems in devices such as floating gate memory 
devices in which the charges injected during erasure functions accumulate in the sidewall 
areas between memory cells, resulting in decreased threshold voltage of the adjacent 
memory cells. As such, the Torii reference proposes that memory cells be erased by 
following a sequence in which equal and opposite bias voltages are applied to adjacent 
cells so that the areas between the cells do not accumulate with any particular charge. 
Applicant submits that the simultaneous erasing procedure taught by Shiga could not be 
accomplished by following the altemating procedure taught by Torii. Thus, the 
references are not properly combinable. 

For at least these reasons. Applicant submits that the § 103(a) rejection of claims 
1, 2, 5, 6, 14 and 15 is improper, and requests that it be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

The § 103(a) rejection of claims 3-4 is improper because the Yamazoe reference 
does not cure the underlying deficiencies of the proposed (and improper) combination of 
Shiga with Torii, and because no valid reason has been provided to make the proposed 
combination. The Final Office Action asserts that one of skill in the art would combine 
the reference cells taught by Yamazoe in the circuit taught by Shiga to control the timing 
of a plurality of memories based on the deterioration of the reference cell. However, the 
Yamazoe and Shiga references teach different types of memory devices. More 
specifically, Yamazoe teaches that holes or electrons are injected into a nitride film of a 
memory transistor. See, e,g, Figures 3 and 4; Col. 1:28-35. In contrast, Shiga teaches a 
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memory cell that has a floating gate in which electrons are trapped. See, e.g., Col. 1 :63 to 
Col. 2:3. Applicant submits that the deterioration of Yamazoe's nitride film device 
would not provide an indication of the deterioration of Shiga's floating gate device 
because these are different types of memory devices. Accordingly, there would be no 
motivation for one of skill in the art to combine the Yamazoe and Shiga references as 
proposed by the Office Action. Thus, the Office Action has not provided any evidence as 
to why one of skill in the art would find the asserted combination obvious as required. 
Therefore, the § 103(a) rejection of claims 3-4 is improper and Applicant requests that it 
be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

The § 103(a) rejection of claim 7 is improper because the Hirakawa reference 
does not cure the underlying deficiencies of the proposed (and improper) combination of 
Shiga with Torii, and because no valid reason has been provided to make the proposed 
combination. The Office Action states that it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to rearrange parts of Shiga by having the 
reference cell in the sense amp as shown by Hirakawa. However, the Office Action fails 
to present any reason to support why one of skill in the art would combine Hirakawa' s 
alleged reference cell in a sense amp with the Shiga reference. Accordingly, the Office 
Action has not provided any evidence as to why one of skill in the art would find the 
asserted combination obvious as required. Therefore, the § 103(a) rejection of claim 7 is 
improper and Applicant requests that it be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

The § 103(a) rejection of claims 8-13 is improper because the Office Action has 
provided no evidence of a valid reason to combine the Shiga and Torii references with 
the Hirakawa reference and further with the Yamazoe reference, for at least the reasons 
already discussed above. Accordingly, the § 103(a) rejection of claims 8-13 is improper 
and Applicant requests that it be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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In view of the remarks above. Applicant believes that each of the rejections has 
been overcome and the application is in condition for allowance. Should there be any 
remaining issues that could be readily addressed over the telephone, the Examiner is 
asked to contact the agent overseeing the application file, Peter Zawilski, of NXP 
Corporation at (408) 474-9063 (or the undersigned). 
Please direct all correspondence to: 



Corporate Patent Counsel 
NXP Intellectual Property & Standards 
1 109 McKay Drive; Mail Stop SJ41 
San Jose, CA 95131 

CUSTOMER NO. 65913 




Name: Robert J. CrawfofS 
Reg. No.: 32,122 
651-686-6633 
(NXPS.330PA) 
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